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CRIMINAL LAWr CHANGES
For years bar associations over the country have been
discussing law enforcement and criminal procedure. Governor Shafer, while Attorney General, presented to this
Association a number of progressive suggestions, which
were approved by the States' Attorneys Association. Thus
far, however, North Dakota is carrying on very much as it
has since entry into statehood.
As we survey the discussions over the country there
are seven proposals that make an appeal to us. By making
an appeal we mean that they deserve the wholehearted backing of the North Dakota Bar. By deserving the backing of
the Bar we mean that they ought to be put into effective
operation.
Those proposals are: 1. Reduction of the number of
peremptory challenges; 2. Giving defendants the right to
waive jury trials; 3. Allowing verdicts that are not unanimous; 4. Allowing impeachment of an adverse witness; 5.
Requiring advance notice of an alibi defense; 6. Providing
for alternate jurors; 7. Simplifying prosecutions for perjury.
Numbers 1, 5 and 7 of these are of the utmost importance. The American Law Institute's Model Code provides
for ten peremptory challenges in capital cases, six in other
felony cases, and three in misdemeanors. Alibi defense laws
are in force in several states. Perjury provisions are inadequate. The wantonness with which false testimony is
now presented is a disgrace, besmirching every one claiming
the title "officer of the court".
. Most of the reasons for contesting changes in procedure
are not reasons but excuses. Our plea, therefore, is that
North Dakota may develop a larger supply of that "intestinal
fortitude" that achieves results.

